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THE CLASSIFICATION OF CROPMARKS IN KENT 
AIR PHOTOGRAPHY UNIT 

JULY 1989 
 
1.  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND TO THIS REPORT 

This report has its origins in the Kent Air Photo Survey undertaken by the Air 
Photography Unit of the Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of England 
during 1986-1987. This survey, partly funded by English Heritage, was designed to 
produce 1:10,000 scale maps of cropmarks for Kent, annotated with written 
descriptions in the National Archaeological Record: the maps and descriptions were 
to form part of the first Sites and Monuments Record for Kent. 
 
The 1:10,000 scale cropmark transcriptions were the raw material used in the 
development of the Cropmark Classification Project by the APU between 1987 and 
1989. This project was again partly funded by English Heritage. Its central aim was to 
produce a classification system for cropmarks that could be used in the Monuments 
Protection Programme (MPP). 
 
All air photo interpretation, transcription and classification input were done 
exclusively by David MacLeod and Jonathan Edis. This report was written by 
Jonathan Edis using report programs written by Peter Horne, and was developed from 
an earlier draft dated March 1989: Bob Bewley, David Macleod and Rowan Whimster 
commented on both drafts. 
 
1.2 METHODOLOGY OF THE CLASSIFICATION 

The methodology of the classification was developed within the Air Photography Unit 
in 1987-1988. There is no room in this report for a full description of the classification 
system, which appears in Edis, MacLeod and Bewley, 1989. It has been assumed 
throughout that the reader is familiar with this article: in particular, it is important that 
the reader understands the definitions of the following terms: SITE, GROUP, 
COMPLEX, ENCLOSURE, LINEAR SYSTEM, LINEAR FEATURE and 
MACULA. 
 
The elementary software structure is shown below in the form of flow diagrams, 
together with a glossary of terms (section 12.1). The purpose of the system was to 
produce a descriptive process that could be applied to all cropmarks: it was intended 
to be as flexible as possible, yet as objective as possible. This report is a subjective 
and interpretative summary of that exercise. 
 
1.3 SCOPE OF THIS REPORT 

This is a report for internal RCHME/HBMCE use, and is primarily designed as a 
working document for the Monuments Protection Programme. It is the first of its 
kind, but it is hoped that it will form the model for those counties which the APU will 
classify in the future. 
 
The report attempts to identify provisional morphological categories of cropmarks, in 
terms of shape, size and date. These categories range from generally accepted 



monument classes like Henges, to new and unfamiliar monuments that have been 
created to fit the available evidence. The categories are described in the text, with 
representative examples drawn at 1:10,000 scale: these are LISTED in order of SITE 
number in section 12.2. Some SITES may appear in more than one list, but every 
attempt has been made to avoid this. 
 
The shape and size of cropmarks are the fundamental criteria in this morphological 
classification, and are discussed further below (sections 3 and 15.1). However, it must 
be stressed that the geographical distribution of cropmarks in Kent may be subject to 
unavoidable distortion by three main factors: 

a) Non-responsive soils, particularly the wealden clays (see MAP 1) 
b) Negative areas, particularly orchards, woods and towns (which do not 

produce cropmarks) 
c) Biased survey methods: the Weald does not produce good cropmarks, 

which in itself discourages aerial survey. 
 
The report contains cropmark and soilmark data only: relict earthworks of ridge and 
furrow, moats, mounds etc. were recorded during the 1986-7 survey, and all relevant 
data was passed on to the NAR, but they were not normally input to the computerised 
classification system. 
 
All data listed here is in terms of SITES: note that an archaeological site such as a 
Roman Temple may consist of two or more SITES. COMPLEXES contain effectively 
random collections of cropmarks, but an attempt has been made to indicate the coarse 
content of those that have been provisionally dated to two or more periods (section 
12.4). 
 
This report should be used in conjunction with the original 1:10,000 cropmark plots of 
Kent: the LISTS of morphological categories here should not be accepted en bloc 
without further visual checking. 



2. BACKGROUND TO CROPMARK ARCHAEOLOGY IN KENT 

2.1 NUMBERS AND DISTRIBUTION OF CROPMARKS 

When inputting was completed, the database held 4,831 cropmark SITES, which were 
contained within 735 COMPLEXES. The main concentrations of cropmarks were on 
the calcareous soils in the east and north-west of the county, but there was also an 
apparently random distribution of ‘chance finds’ across the less responsive brown 
earths in central Kent (which overlie cretaceous greensand), and on the wealden clays 
(MAPS 1 & 2). The latter soils contained substantial clusters of cropmarks, some of 
which can be explained easily - for example the Boughton Aluph cluster is on a 
narrow band of calcareous soil running along the North Downs: other clusters are less 
easily explained - for example the group south of Ashford which is on gley soil. It is 
also hard to explain why cropmarks should cluster at Boughton Aluph rather than 
being spread evenly along the chalk soils of the North Downs. However, at present, it 
seems that the overall distribution of cropmarks in Kent reflects only our current state 
of knowledge, and is heavily dependent on soil type. 
 
The distribution of cropmarks can also be compared to the drainage pattern (MAP 3). 
Clusters of cropmarks described in this report will be referred to by local names, all of 
which are shown on MAP 4. 
 
2.2 DESTRUCTION OF CROPMARK SITES 

90 SITES (1.8% of the total) were noted as having been totally destroyed by 1988: 
this data was derived by comparing the positions of plotted cropmarks relative to 
modern map detail on the 1:10,000 scale OS sheets. Destroyed SITES have been 
included in the morphological category lists, but are also listed in their own right 
(LIST 59). 
 
2.3 SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

The provisional date and interpretation of each SITE was qualified by a number 
indicating the general source of the information. These were: 

1- Best-guess based on poor quality air photo 
2- Best-guess based on good quality air photo 
3- Informed guess based on fieldwork 
4- Information from small scale or exploratory excavation 
5- Full excavation of SITE 

 
234 SITES (4.8%) were described on the basis of poor quality air photo information. 
These cluster in the west and south of the county, where vertical photography (mostly 
general purpose RAF sorties of the 1940’s and 1950’s) was often the only available 
source, but are also scattered widely in east Kent. 4,529 SITES (93.7%), were 
described on the basis of good quality air photo information (mostly panchromatic 
oblique cover taken during CUCAP and NMR sorties from the 1950’s to the 1980’s). 
These were densely concentrated in Thanet and the south east, and are also found in a 
belt running south-west from Gravesend. 
 
68 SITES (1.4%) were interpreted on evidence ranging from fieldwork to full scale 
excavation: this information was gleaned from National Archaeological Record field 
sheets, and was not rigorously pursued. 



 
2.4 PERIOD OF CROPMARK SITES 

The detailed provisional dating of features is discussed in various sections below. All 
Enclosures have been given a provisional date, but it must be stressed that these dates 
are often little more than informed guesses. Other TYPES of cropmark have been 
provisionally dated where possible. If a feature, e.g. a pit cluster or length of ditch, 
had been put into the same GROUP as a ‘dated’ cropmark during the inputting 
process, then the pit or ditch has been dated in accordance with the major ‘dated’ 
feature. This is dating by association, but it at least makes a distinction between 
SITES where we know something and SITES where we know nothing. 
 
Two Maculae are very close to finds of palaeolithic material (KE 66.1.1, 
TQ54226432, and KE 603.45.2, TR21185142): however, the majority of ‘dateable’ 
SITES are believed to be Neolithic to Early Medieval. 
 
MAPS 5 to 11 show the broad distribution of cropmarks according to period. The 
information has been largely restricted to the major and better dated cropmarks 
enclosed settlements, barrows and ritual sites. These maps represent the limit of our 
current knowledge of cropmarks, not necessarily ‘real’ distributions of human activity 
and settlement. However, the fact that each one is distinctive is an argument that the 
dating is along the right lines: if the dating had been done at random, then the 
distribution maps should all have looked roughly the same. 
 
2.5 CROPMARK SITE TYPES 

The histogram (fig. 1) shows the relative numbers of the four SITE TYPES – 
LINEAR FEATURES, ENCLOSURES, MACULAE and LINEAR SYSTEMS. 
Although LINEAR FEATURES are the most numerous TYPE, nearly half may 
represent the fragmentary remains of ENCLOSURES and LINEAR SYSTEMS: this 
has been indicated by the shading in the LINEAR FEATURE column, with 
appropriate additions to ENCLOSURES and LINEAR SYSTEMS shown by dotted 
lines. This is discussed in more detail below, section 3.4. 
 



 



3. ENCLOSURES 

3.1 NUMBERS OF CROPMARK ENCLOSURES 

In all, the enclosure database contained 1,623 SITES. In addition, there were 189 
possible fragmentary enclosures, and 12 enclosure complexes: these are discussed in 
section 3.4. 
 
3.2.1 LINEARITY AND SHAPE OF CROPMARK ENCLOSURES 

The database contained 463 rectilinear enclosures (28.5% of the total), and 1164 
curvilinear enclosures (71.5% of the total). Both types were found in large numbers 
throughout those areas where cropmarks are known to exist. 
 

 
 
3.2.2 DATING GUIDELINES FOR RECTILINEAR ENCLOSURES 

As a general rule, it has been assumed here that unless there is evidence to the 
contrary, rectilinear enclosures date from the later Iron Age to the end of the Roman 
period: although to the best of our knowledge no such cropmarks have yet been 
excavated in Kent. 
 
The angularity of an enclosure’s corners may be one of the best clues to its date of 
construction. For example, a rectangular enclosure with angled corners (KE 603.73.3, 
section 3.2.4) is unquestionably aligned on, and adjacent to, the Roman road from 
Canterbury to Dover (the general size and internal arrangement also suggest that it 
was a mausoleum). An area 8km by 5km at Betteshanger in south east Kent was used 
to test the spatial relationship of rectilinear enclosures with the Roman road from 
Dover to Richborough. This area contained 63 rectilinear enclosures, 30 with angled 
corners and 33 with curved corners. The angled variety tended to cluster within 2km 
of the road, but the enclosures with curved corners were apparently uninfluenced by 
the road’s presence (see fig. 2). This particular road may date to the 2nd century AD 
(Philp, 1981) so the evidence suggests that angled corners imply a late Roman date, 
whereas curved corners imply a late Iron Age or early Roman date. This suggestion 



may be reflected by the relative sizes of Iron Age and Roman enclosures: large 
polygonal (i.e. generally poorly planned) enclosures tend to have curved corners, 
whereas large rectangular (i.e. generally well planned) enclosures tend to have angled 
corners (section 3.2.7 below). 
 
However, the test is not infallible. A rectilinear enclosure with angled corners at 
TR315460 is clearly cut by the Roman road from Dover to Canterbury. Nor should 
the angled/curved distinction be taken as a strict guide to relative dating - in other 
words, angled corners are not necessarily later than curved corners. For example the 
enclosure at TR312496, which has both angled and curved corners, may have been 
bypassed by the Roman road from Dover to Richborough. Hargary was of the opinion 
that the bend in the road was original (Hargary, 1967), and there is no cropmark 
evidence of the enclosure ever having been damaged by the road if the road had been 
built straight. This implies that the settlement was occupied when the road was built 
in the 1st or 2nd centuries AD (Philp op.cit.): however, the enclosure was associated 
with other rectilinear enclosures with angled and curved corners, all presumably of a 
roughly similar date. 
 
3.2.3. SQUARE BARROWS [LIST 1] 

Six possible Iron Age square barrows were recorded as cropmarks. They are not like 
the large square barrow cemeteries of the Yorkshire Wolds, but are single enclosures 
that have similar characteristics to square barrows. 
 
Square barrows are found up to 21m square (Whimster 1981): it should be noted that 
three of the possible Kentish examples are in the vicinity of possible Neolithic long 
barrows. 
 

 
 
3.2.4. TEMPLES/MAUSOLEA (IRON AGE/ROMAN) [LIST 2] 

5 SITES (at 3 locations) were thought to be Roman or Romano-Celtic temples or 
mausolea. The evidence is based on morphological comparison with other known 
sites. 
 

 
 



3.2.5. ‘STAPLE’ OR ‘GOALPOST’ ENCLOSURES [LIST 3] 

These features consist of single ditched 3-sided rectilinear enclosures, almost always 
with curved corners. They are usually square or rectangular, but the sides are not 
always at 90 degrees to one another. Internal features are almost unknown. They vary 
in size between 60-400 sq. metres. They look like staples or goalposts, and were noted 
as a distinct phenomenon by John Hampton in the 1970’s, but there is no existing 
published information about them. 27 examples have now been recorded. 
 
It is not clear whether the fourth side (if any) was made by a hedge or temporary 
hurdle that has left no trace. It is possible that the open side of these enclosures 
abutted features that have left no trace as cropmarks: however, true ‘staples’ are often 
isolated from other cropmarks, and do not usually become entangled with settlements 
and road systems. 
 
Some L-shaped linear features were flagged as possible enclosures (section 3.4), and 
it could be argued that these, and the ‘staples’ are either unfinished enclosures, or the 
eroded remains of what were once 4-sided enclosures. A strong counter-argument is 
that the ‘staples’ often show as good cropmarks, and in some cases were certainly 
intended to have 3 sides (e.g. TR27984867 - KE 641.4.1). It seems likely, therefore, 
that they fulfilled a particular function. 
 
Dating is very difficult indeed: if they fulfilled a specific function they may have been 
built during more than one period. The rectilinearity and the rounded corners, 
however, suggest that they can provisionally be dated to the Iron Age. 
 

 
 
3.2.6 MOATED SITES/MOTTE AND BAILEYS (LATE MEDIEVAL) [LIST 4] 

Six examples of moated sites at four locations were recorded as cropmarks: other 
related features are recorded in the NAR as earthworks. 



 
3.2.7 RECTILINEAR ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS 

For the purposes of this report, any rectilinear enclosure which does not fall into one 
of the above categories (3.2.3-3.2.5) has been interpreted as an ‘Enclosed settlement’. 
This is not necessarily meant to imply domestic habitation (although this must surely 
have been the commonest usage), but a range of activity which might include general 
agricultural functions or ritual/religious functions. They have been dated according to 
the general guidelines described in section 3.2.2, and they have been divided, as far as 
possible, into the following four categories: 

a) Enclosures with entrances and internal features: these display the best 
available evidence of use as domestic settlements. 

b) Enclosures with internal features but no entrance: these display at least 
some evidence of probable domestic settlement (e.g. pits, hut circles). 

c) Enclosures with an entrance but no internal features: here there is less 
evidence of domestic habitation, but the existence of an entrance 
suggests considerable ‘settlement’ activity, including ritual use. 

d) Enclosures with no entrances or internal features: the absence of these 
features may often be due to poor survival, or to a poor cropmark (not 
necessarily the same thing), but the available evidence does not make a 
case for domestic habitation. Enclosures in this category might 
represent pens for livestock, or for other specialised uses. 

 
RECTILINEAR MORPHOLOGICAL CATEGORIES: 

SQUARE ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS [LISTS 5-8] 

Total number of SITES: 22 (12 of which have internal features and/or entrances): 10 
are provisionally Iron Age, 10 are Roman). 
Normal area: Usually up to 200 sq. metres, rare over 450 sq. metres. 
 

 
 
RECTANGULAR ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS [LISTS 9-12] 

Total number of SITES: 347 (184 of which have internal features and/or entrances): 
116 are provisionally Iron Age, 231 are Roman. 
Normal area: Those provisionally dated as Iron Age cluster in the 100-200 sq. metre 
range, but rarely exceed 1350 sq. metres. The Roman enclosures cluster in the 0-130 
sq. metre range, and extend up to 2375 sq. metres. 
 



 
 
POLYGONAL ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS [LISTS 13-16] 

Total number of SITES: 121 (75 of which have internal features and/or entrances): 80 
are provisionally Iron Age, 41 are Roman) 
Normal area: Those provisionally dated as Iron Age cluster in the 100-470sq.metre 
range, and extend up to 2,300 sq. metres. The Roman enclosures are loosely grouped 
in the 50-1,000 sq. metre range, and a few extend up to 1,850 sq. metres. 
 

 
 
3.2.8. DATING GUIDELINES FOR CURVILINEAR ENCLOSURES 

Some types of curvilinear enclosures can be dated with reasonable confidence (e.g. 
ring ditches around Bronze Age round barrows) , but others are less certain. There is 
little excavated dating evidence for cropmarks of curvilinear enclosed settlements, but 
here it has been assumed that they concentrate in the Bronze Age and early Iron Age. 
There are two main reasons for this assumption. Firstly, there are similarities with the 
shape of some Bronze Age enclosed settlements in upland regions like Dartmoor (fig. 
3). Secondly, the curvilinear enclosure excavated at Highstead c1976 (NAR 
excavation index) was Iron Age, and a curvilinear enclosure on Thanet (KE 478.3.1) 
has produced Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pottery during fieldwalking by Edis & 
MacLeod in 1987). Many curvilinear cropmarks in Kent have morphological 



similarities with these enclosures, so the current best-guess should be that these too, 
are early Iron Age. 
 

 
 
Until further evidence is available, the late Bronze Age seems to be the safest guess 
for curvilinear settlements as a whole: in the case of a single example taken at 
random, however, it would not usually be possible to say more than ‘Neolithic to Iron 
Age’. 
 
Curvilinear enclosures with one or more straight sides fall into a different category: it 
is here that any ‘D-shaped’ enclosures will be found, but it has already been argued 
that the ‘D-shaped’ type is too subjective to be of use (see Edis, MacLeod and Bewley 
1989). It has been assumed, with little evidence, that curvilinear enclosures with 
straight sides are more likely to be Iron Age than Bronze Age. The straight side 
implies that the enclosure was built in a landscape that already had extensive linear 
boundaries and trackways, so the later date seems more appropriate. 
 
Henges and banjo enclosures have been dated according to commonly accepted 
criteria: hut circles have either been dated as ‘unknown prehistoric’, or in accordance 
with the presumed date of an enclosure in the same GROUP. 
 
Morphological categories of curvilinear enclosures have been divided into the same 
four categories as those for rectilinear enclosures described above (section 3.2.7): the 
morphological categories are as follows: 
 
CURVILINEAR MORPHOLOGICAL CATEGORIES: 

3.2.9 LONG BARROWS AND ELONGATED ENCLOSURES [LIST 17] 

These SITES are often technically rectilinear, but they have all been included here 
because their early date is more in accordance with the provisional dating of 
curvilinear enclosures. In addition to those SITES which were interpreted as Long 
Barrows during the classification process, the database was searched for monuments 
with morphological similarities to Long Barrows. The criteria were adapted from 
Loveday and Petchey, 1982: ‘Enclosures with a length/breadth ratio greater than 2:1, 
and wider than 15m’. 



 
The resulting list of SITES was visually scrutinised by referring back to the cropmark 
plot. 12 were selected as possibly belonging to this group. It must be emphasised that 
they include possible conventional Long Barrow structures, as well as the ‘oblong’ or 
‘elongated’ ditches described by Loveday and Petchey (op. cit.). Although they have 
all been provisionally dated to the Neolithic, some may well be much later (see, for 
example, the ‘Oblong Ditch’ at Caldecotte, Buckinghamshire, dated to the 1st century 
AD in the same article). 
 

 
 
3.2.10 CAUSEWAYED ENCLOSURES [MAP 5] 

One possible causewayed enclosure was recorded at Ramsgate, (KE 373.7.1, 
TR36176463) close to a possible henge. 
 

 
 
3.2.11 HENGES (NEOLITHIC/BRONZE AGE) [LIST 18] [MAP 5] 

Only one cropmark was positively identified as a ‘certain’ Neolithic henge monument 
(KE 735.1.1). It has 2 entrances, and lies N of Trundle Wood at Bredgar, 3m SW of 
Sittingbourne (n.b. the placename ‘Trundle’ may indicate the late survival of a 
circular earthwork: cf ‘The Trundle’, Sussex, SU877111: ‘Trendel’ is Old English for 
‘Wheel’, Chambers 1968). 
 
The database was searched for other possible henges, on the basis of criteria taken 
from Harding, 1988. These were: ‘Curvilinear enclosures with a diameter or length of 
6m-150m and one or more entrances’. 62 SITES were retrieved from the database, 
and each one was visually scrutinised by referring back to the cropmark plot. Of 
these, 50 were rejected as hut circles, windmills, barrows, banjo enclosures and 
enclosed settlements. However, 11 SITES remained where the interpretation ‘henge’ 
was at least as likely as any other: if there are any henges in Kent at all, these 11 are 
the best place to start looking. 
 



10 SITES fall into the ‘henge’ class, while one falls into the ‘henge-enclosure’ Class 
(Darvill 1989). Their diameters vary a little, but seven out of 11 range between 40m 
and 60m. If these SITES do not qualify as henges, they would all be categorised (for 
the purposes of this report) as enclosed settlements of presumed Bronze Age date. 
 

 
 
3.2.12 ROUND BARROWS [LISTS 19-23] 

840 circular or subcircular cropmarks of enclosures were interpreted as ring ditches of 
former round barrows. In addition, the marks of a further 179 possible barrow-sites 
were recorded as maculae (see section 5.3 below). It was noted that known Anglo-
Saxon barrow cemeteries (e.g. Shepherdswell, Barham Downs) contained closely 
spaced ring ditches of less than 10m diameter. On this evidence, the barrows have 
been divided into two main groups: those 9m or less in diameter have been 
provisionally dated as Early Medieval, whereas those over 9m have been assumed to 
date from the Bronze Age. Total number of SITES: 840 (641 Bronze Age, 199 Early 
Medieval). These broke down as follows: 

concentric BA ring ditches (50 SITES) 
single BA ring ditches with internal features (73 SITES) 
single BA ring ditches without internal features (518 SITES) 
EM ring ditches with internal features (30 SITES) 
EM ring ditches without internal features (169 SITES) 

Normal diameter: Bronze Age 10-30m, Early Medieval 5-10m. 
 
3.2.13 HILLFORTS 

One possible hillfort (KE 572.6.1) was recorded as a cropmark at TR23005490 in 
Adisham Parish. It appears to have an Interrupted Linear Ditch laid out over it 
(section 4.1). 
 



 
 
3.2.14 BANJO ENCLOSURES 

Two Banjo enclosures were recorded as cropmarks: KE 41.2.1 (TQ59526887) and KE 
569.1.1 (TR21515422). 
 

 
 
3.2.15 HUT CIRCLES (PREHISTORIC & ROMAN) [LIST 24] 

Total number of SITES: 54 (10 with provisional dates other than (UP). 
Normal diameter: up to 15m 
 
3.2.16 CURVILINEAR ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS 

CIRCULAR/SUBCIRCULAR ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS [LISTS 25-28] 

Total number of SITES: 63 (10 of which have internal features and/or entrances). 61 
are provisionally Bronze Age, two are Iron Age. 
Normal diameter: Normally less than 40m: if any of these SITES are not enclosed 
settlements, then they are most likely to be ring ditches around former Bronze Age 
barrows. 
 

 
 
 



REGULAR ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS [LISTS 29-32) 

(i.e. curvilinear and symmetric, but not circular, subcircular or oval) 
Total number of SITES: 42 (18 of which have internal features and/or entrances). 21 
are thought to be Bronze Age, and 21 Iron Age. 
Normal area: The ‘Bronze Age’ ones normally have areas less than 1,000 sq. metres, 
whereas the ‘Iron Age’ ones are normally over 1,400 sq. metres. 
 

 
 
OVAL ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS [LISTS 33-35] 

Total number of SITES: 29 (nine of which have internal features or entrances: none 
has internal features and entrances). 22 are thought to be Bronze Age, seven are Iron 
Age. 
Normal area: The ‘Bronze Age’ ones concentrate in the 450-2,000 sq. metre range, 
while the ‘Iron Age’ ones fall into two groups, 300-1,400 sq. metres and 3,000-12,800 
sq. metres. 
 

 
CURVILINEAR ASYMMETRIC ENCLOSED SETTLEMENTS [LISTS 36-39] 

Total number of SITES: 74 (44 of which have internal features and/or entrances). 26 
are thought to be Bronze Age, 48 are Iron Age. 
Normal area: The ‘Bronze Age’ ones are mainly between 1,000 and 3,800 sq. metres, 
whereas the ‘Iron Age’ ones are normally between 1,600 and 3,000 sq. metres. 
 

 
 
3.3 BUILDINGS [LIST 40] 

67 SITES were interpreted as Roman or post-Roman building structures. Some are 
solid foundations showing as negative cropmarks, some are positive cropmarks (e.g. 
cross-trees of windmills). 
 
For sunken floored huts and occupation floors see section 5: for hut circles see section 
3.2.14. 



 
3.4 CROPMARKS OF ‘FRAGMENTARY’ ENCLOSURES [LISTS 41-42] 

421 SITES were flagged as possible fragments of enclosures (they are contained 
within the Linear Feature database). They are widely distributed, and mostly consist 
of cropmarks of L-shaped ditches that may represent corners of rectilinear enclosures. 
It was not possible to make any assessment of the actual degree of survival of any of 
these SITES. Fig 1 shows the proportion of Linear Features that were flagged as 
possible enclosures, as well as the appropriate increase to the total number of 
enclosures. 
 
Some of these fragmentary ‘enclosures’ have been dated by GROUPING with other 
dated cropmarks. In general, however, it is assumed that the others may be Iron Age 
or Roman. 
 
3.5 CROPMARKS OF ENCLOSURE COMPLEXES [LIST 43] 

12 SITES were flagged as conjoined formations of similar enclosures: Their closest 
parallels may possibly lie in the ‘ladder settlements of the Yorkshire Wolds, but the 
Kentish variety are thought to range from Iron Age to Post-Medieval in date. They 
overlap with settlements at track junctions (section 4.2), and do not really form a 
coherent morphological category in their own right. 
 



4. LINEAR SYSTEMS 

The Linear System database contained 63 SITES. These included settlements, field 
systems and other features: some of these interpretative labels were also used to 
describe features in the Enclosure and Linear Feature databases, so to avoid 
confusion, this section will concentrate on the interpretation. 
 
Many of these features were effectively undatable, although some approximate dates 
could be given if the feature was in the same GROUP as a ‘dateable’ SITE. 
 
4.1 INTERRUPTED LINEAR DITCHES [LIST 44] 

These consist of ditches which are interrupted by wide, regular causeways. On 
average, each section of ditch is 30-40m long, and each causeway is 10-15m wide. 
When seen as cropmarks, the ditches appear as a line of ‘stitches’. Most SITES have 
straight or gently curved Interrupted Linear Ditches, and in four cases a network of 
fields has been created using this form of boundary. No traces of banks are visible, so 
there is no way of knowing whether the causeways were left open or whether they 
were ever blocked. 
 
This morphological category is found only in a restricted area of south east Kent 
(although there may be another example at Port Meadow, Oxford), and had not been 
found to be recorded in print prior to the present survey. 
 
Dating: three examples, Nonington, Shepherdswell and Adisham provide the best 
clues: 
Nonington: The ILD system here appears to respect the road called ‘Old Court Hill’ - 

in other words, some ILD’s terminate at the road and do not reappear on the 
other side. The road, in turn, cuts through an enclosure and field system of 
probable late Iron Age/Roman date: the same road has been altered to allow 
for the building of a 13th century church (Newman, 1987) at (TR25285235) so 
its construction can be provisionally dated to between AD 400 and AD 1200. 
This makes the ILD’s probably later than AD 400, and possibly earlier than 
AD 1200: in the absence of late medieval parallels, the ILD’s therefore appear 
to belong to the Saxon period. 

Shepherdswell: The evidence here is circumstantial, but the ILD system here may 
overlie what looks like another late Iron Age/Roman field system. The Saxon 
connection is strengthened by the presence of a large pagan barrow cemetery 
excavated in 1772-3 (Faussett, 1857). 

Adisham: The ILD here appears to overlie what may be the cropmark of an Iron Age 
hillfort (section 3.2.13) 

 



 
 
 

 



4.2 SETTLEMENTS ON TRACK JUNCTIONS 

These consist of fields, enclosures and pit clusters at junctions or forks of ditched 
trackways. The settlements contain a mixture of curved, straight and angled elements, 
and appear to have evolved over a fairly long period (perhaps several decades, but not 
several centuries). The cropmarks of the trackways are incomplete, and we cannot 
prove that the settlements were linked. However, it seems likely that they were 
roughly contemporary (see ‘Dating’ below). Only four reasonably complete examples 
are known, all of them in south east Kent. The example at Nonington (KE 644, 
TR250525) retains a possible perimeter ditch, giving us enough evidence to suggest 
that the ‘core area’ of these settlements was about 16ha. 
 
The tracks are usually ditched, and often contain substantial silted hollow-ways, 
suggesting that they were used as droveways. There is little evidence of alteration or 
blocking of trackways: nor is there much evidence of trackways cutting through 
earlier or redundant parts of these settlements. 
 
Dating: One settlement, (KE 650.1) at TR312479, is certainly cut by the Roman road 
from Dover to Richborough, which may date to the 2nd century A.D (Philp, 1981). 
None of the trackways appears to fit happily with the Roman road system, and none 
of the settlements relates to the ‘modern’ mapped landscape. A late Iron Age or early 
Roman date seems to be the best guess at present. 
 
Survival: One settlement (TR320490) KE 653.27 may have survived as an earthwork 
until relatively recently - note the placename ‘The Old Downs’. Another settlement, 
(KE 650.1) at TR312479 was examined on the ground by J. Edis and D. MacLeod in 
1987: stratigraphical survival may be high in the ‘negative’ field to the NW where 
there has apparently been a downslope accumulation of. ploughsoil. 
 

 
 
 



4.3 FIELD SYSTEMS [LISTS 45-46] (see also section 4.5) 

39 ‘certain’ field systems were recorded as cropmarks: 38 were planned and one was 
accreted. One field system was thought to be Bronze Age, and 11 Iron Age: the rest 
ranged from ‘Unknown prehistoric’ to Post-Medieval. 
 

 
 
4.4 POSSIBLE SETTLEMENTS [LIST 47] 

12 linear systems were interpreted as possible settlements. They are distinct from 
enclosed settlements (which are inside recognisable enclosures), but overlap with the 
category of settlements at track junctions (see section 4.2). 
 

 
 
4.5 POSSIBLE FIELD SYSTEMS [LIST 48] (see also section 4.3) 

98 Enclosure and Linear System SITES were interpreted as the fragmentary remains 
of field systems: the vast majority are undateable at present. 
 



 
 



5. MACULAE 

The Macula database contained 1,353 SITES. Although 954 SITES (70.5%) 
contained only one macula, the other 399 contained 2 or more. By simple 
multiplication, it can be estimated that macula SITES represent at least 3,000 
cropmark entities on the ground. These included possible barrow sites, pit clusters, 
sunken floored huts (grubenhauser) and other potentially important archaeological 
sites. Those SITES that can be provisionally interpreted, or at least given an implied 
date, are listed below (sections 5.1 to 5.6). Those SITES which have no known 
purpose or date are not listed. The latter probably tend to be the larger, amorphous 
cropmarks, and may include silted natural hollows, old woodland and other non-
antiquities. However, every effort was made to filter out non-archaeological sites at 
the initial stage of photo interpretation, and a fair proportion of the ‘unknown’ 
category may still be of importance. 
 
5.1 PIT CLUSTERS [LIST 49] 295 SITES 

5.2 OCCUPATION FLOORS [LIST 50] 47 SITES 

5.3 BARROW SITES [LIST 51] 179 SITES 

5.4 SUNKEN FLOORED HUTS (GRUBENHAUSER) [LIST 52] 7 SITES 

5.5 MINERAL EXTRACTION [LIST 53] 57 SITES 

5.6 INHUMATION CEMETERIES [LIST 54] 8 SITES 
 



6. LINEAR FEATURES 

In all, the database contained 1,797 linear feature SITES. These include fragments of 
ditch, parts of eroded enclosures, roads and field systems. This section deals with the 
ditches, enclosures and roads: field systems are dealt with under Linear Systems 
above (section 4). The histogram (fig. 1) shows the numbers of SITES flagged as 
fragmentary enclosures or linear systems: 
 
6.1 CROPMARKS OF TRACKS AND ROADS [LIST 55] 

398 SITES were interpreted as the parallel side ditches of roads or tracks (n.b some 
intermittent stretches of track consist of two or more SITES). Their distribution is 
concentrated in the south east of the county, where there appears to have been a well 
developed communications system by the end of the Roman period. 
 
6.2 CROPMARKS OF BOUNDARY DITCHES/FIELD BOUNDARIES [LIST 

56] 

In a sense, any linear ditched feature would have been a boundary: however, some 
linear features were interpreted as having had the appearance of specialised 
boundaries, if only field boundaries. Some may represent parts of field systems, but 
are nowhere near complete enough to qualify for this interpretation. In addition to 
boundary ditches, some lengths of ditch can be at least provisionally dated by 
association with other features: these appear in the morphological category LIST as 
‘Unknown’, because their purpose is uncertain. In all, 166 SITES fall into this 
category. 
 



7. ‘OTHER’ CROPMARKS: INDUSTRIAL REMAINS, PARKS, GARDENS 

& WOODLAND, DRAINAGE, LAND RECLAMATION & SERVICES, 

GEOLOGICAL AND VEGETATIONAL MARKS [LIST 57] 

This general category includes disused railways, a possible rabbit warren (pillow 
mounds), ornamental tree avenues (notably Waldershare Park, TR2847, and Bourne 
Park, TR2248) and evidence of coastal land reclamation in the form of dykes. In all, 
49 SITES fall into this category, including four cropmarks of probable geological 
origin: the latter, together with vegetational marks such as fungus rings, were 
normally filtered out at the initial interpretation stage unless they were borderline 
cases. 
 



8. CROPMARKS OF MODERN MILITARY SITES 

The main concentration is at St Nicholas at Tilade, Thanet: many of these SITES are 
slit trenches dating to the Second World War - some appear on RAF vertical photos of 
c1945 as earthworks in use by the army (see also the NAR for those trenches which 
have not subsequently shown as cropmarks). 
 



9. TWO REGIONAL SUMMARIES - THANET AND SOUTH EAST KENT 

Thanet and south east Kent provide sufficiently dense cropmark data to make broad 
observations about their local archaeology and landscape: 
 
9.1 THANET: 

The light chalky soils of Thanet are particularly good for producing cropmarks (MAP 
2), but the modern landscape has biased our information considerably. The massive 
coastal resorts of Ramsgate and Margate are now almost completely unresponsive to 
cropmark formation, and Manston Aerodrome, situated on high ground in the middle 
of the island, has restricted the scope of aerial reconnaissance. Nevertheless, Thanet is 
one of the two best regions for studying cropmarks in Kent, and is of special interest 
because it was separated from the mainland by a tidal estuary until at least the 11th 
century AD (Hill, 1981). 
 
With two possible long barrows and seven possible henges, there is plenty of scope 
for suggesting that Thanet was an important focus in the early prehistoric period 
(MAP 5). It also contains a very high density of Bronze Age barrows, some of which 
form the largest known cemeteries in Kent. There is also good reason to believe that 
its share of ‘Bronze Age’ and ‘early Iron Age’ enclosed settlements was equal to 
anywhere else in Kent on present evidence (MAPS 6 and 8). There is evidence of 
denser enclosed settlement in the later Iron Age and early Roman period: 
interestingly, the north east of the island appears to have been reserved as a massive 
cemetery during the Bronze Age (MAP 7), to become heavily settled during the Iron 
Age. Later Roman influence appears to have concentrated in the north-west of the 
island, near the fort at Reculver, and some of the Bronze Age barrow cemeteries may 
have acted as foci for pagan Saxon barrows (MAPS 9 and 10). 
 
Despite its dense settlement, Thanet does not have the same density of ditched 
trackways that are found in south east Kent. This may be due to different farming 
practice (ditched droveways may not have been needed), but it is also possible that the 
present road system may be of considerable antiquity: up to one third of enclosures 
provisionally dated to the late Iron Age/Roman periods appear to have been bisected 
by modern roads, or appear to be associated with them closely. If the dating is correct, 
then the relationship is surely too high to be a coincidence: it implies that some of 
Thanet’s modern roads have late prehistoric origins. 
 
9.2 SOUTH EAST KENT: 

The block of exposed chalk between Aylesham and Deal provides the largest 
continuous array of cropmarks in Kent (MAP 2). It is bounded by unresponsive brown 
earths to the south and west, and by orchards and alluvium to the north. The area is 
characterised by a series of ridges and dry valleys on a south-west to north-east 
alignment: there appear to be more cropmarks on the ridges than in the valleys, 
suggesting that any low-lying features may have been buried under colluvium. 
 
The area contains six possible long barrows (four closely grouped between 
Tilmanstone and Ripple) and three possible henges (MAP 5). There is abundant 
evidence for Bronze Age barrows and widespread Bronze Age and early Iron Age 
settlement (MAPS 6-8). The distribution of later Iron Age and early Roman enclosed 
settlement suggests a pattern based on trackways along the ridge tops described 



above. Later Roman enclosed settlements seem to have broken free from this pattern 
and are evenly spread around a network of major roads (MAP 9). Saxon influence, 
mainly consisting of possible pagan barrows, is much denser and more even than in 
Thanet (MAP 10). 
 
There is considerable evidence for droveways in this area, aligned on large, late Iron 
Age settlements: some of these tracks and roads appear to be linked to the modern 
road system, suggesting a degree of fossilisation similar to that described above in 
Thanet (section 9.1). 
 



10. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 

This report shows that the RCHME Cropmark Classification System can be used to 
break down raw cropmark data into morphological categories. Some categories have 
been known for many years and are relatively well dated: others are new, loosely 
dated and subject to revision as further evidence comes to light. The report highlights 
important archaeological zones as well as the apparent ‘negative’ areas in the county. 
Detailed archaeological observations can now be made in regions of dense cropmarks, 
such as Thanet and the southeast of the county. 
 
The distribution maps will be of use in planning future air reconnaissance in Kent, 
and for comparing air photo data to other types of archaeological information. It is 
also to be hoped that the general information contained within this report will 
contribute to wider archaeological strategies for Kent and to the preservation of its 
buried monuments during the Monuments Protection Programme. 
 
JDE July 1989 



 

 

 

 

 

NOTE ON DISTRIBUTION MAPS: 

The distribution maps which follow were produced from the database at a scale of 
1:400,000. 
 
It must be stressed that they contain information from one main source alone, and that 
they are subject to unavoidable distortions: they should not be taken as full 
distributions of settlement or human activity in the past - they are statements of our 
current state of knowledge alone. 
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12.1 DIAGRAMS ILLUSTRATING THE INPUTTING PROCEDURE TO THE 
DATABASE, AND GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED 
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SINGLE 

A LII\'E.-\.R FEATURE with only one linear component. 

SINGLE CURVE 

.'\ Ll:\'E . ..,R FEATURE "'hich curves smoothly in one 
direction all along it.s length. 

SINUOUS 

A Ll)';"EAR FEATURE which curves <Lnd re·curves. 

SIZE (MACULA) 
An indication of size using the following scale as a 
guide: 
V. Sm~ll <1m 
Small l-'1 m 
Medium 4-15 m 
Large 15-50 m 
V. l.arge >SOm 

SMOOTH BEND 

Refers to a Ll:-.'EAR FEATURE which changes direction 
via cun·ed corners rather tban angular corners. (See 
,_,NCULAR BEND.) 

SQUARE 
Used strictly to mean a square. with the proviso that 
the sides can be concave or convex. 

STRUCTURAL 

The internal featu res of a n ENCLOSURE \vhich appear 
to have a recognisable shape or an organised rela
tionship with other features. Other features are NON· 

STRUCTURAL The suffix .. D. means that the featur 
is described separately. t 

SUB-C!RCUL ... R 
Meaning almost a true circle but not 0\'Al. 

SYMMETRIC 
An £.'\'CLOSURE, either RECTILN£AR or Cl'R. 
VIUNE.>Jt which displays symmetry about one or 
more axes. 

TER.J\•li:-IAL·DEFIN£0 

0 
Refers to FORJo..fAL ENTRANCES defined onlv bv 

· swollen or otherwise clearly defined ditch terminals. 

TRIANGULAR 
A RECTILJNEAR ENCLOSURE which has three distinct 
sides. 

TYPEs 
The four primary morphologica l options under 
which a ll cropmarr featu res can be described. These 
are: ENCLOSURE. LINEAR SYSTEM. LlNE/\R FE.HL'R£ 
and M/\CULA. 

UNIT 

One of the areas enclosed by the linear components 
of a LINEAR SYSTnL 

Ul\IT-DEFINEO TRACJ<WA Y 

Refers to a trackway defined on both sides by linear 
unit boundaries. 

UNIT SIZE 
An approximate average. if definable, of the width 
and length of units within a UNEAR SYSTEM. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.2 THE FOLLOWING PAGES CONTAIN MORPHOLOGICAL CATEGORY 

LISTS (see section 1.3 in particular) 
  



IST 1 : POSSIBLE SQL'ARE fARROl\S i ::?0\ \GEl 

~ite Number 

3:; . 1 . 
39 . 4

~ • 

5 . -~ 6l 
351 

rn. 555 

') ~l ~ 
..... J . .... 

I . 

ite ~-:umber 

!2 
42 
7 :3 
I i 

... 
u 

Tt~572965CJ F~~~H~J 
TQC:Z :J8 !::7 ~9 >IPJL\:•! 
TR3510~2! 9 DE:\L 
TR23G865B5 ~!0\I~~ 
TR31735 0 22 XBP\E 
TR30585002 T~ST\ 

St~L ;\ E E 3 .\RI;:Ch: 
SQt:Af:E D.~\RRO ~\ 

SQt.\.RE 3 .\RRtJ\·; 
S C-JC.\fiE 3.\RRO~·: 

Par i sh Interpr~taticn 

TR20515171 
'!'!'~2057 5 171 

n; 21S:~c~9~J 5 

TR::!Cl7 '> 1Cc 

81\S 3\' 
BI\Sm: 
8 ,\Rl!:'i 
!:": ST RY 

i RO'L\~:) TE'JP LE 
\ RI; 'L\'..; l TE:·IFLE 
i RO:L;:' J TEiFU: 

KE. 561 
AE. 561 
if , G03 
lE. G! ~l 

rE. 6 7 1 i I 3 TR301~510: ESTR~ 
HJ~iA~< J TE:··iPLE 

( G' O:! \ .; ; -~P.JF·J.. F 

LIST ;) : .. S T.\PLE.. CR "c:;C,\LPO.S T .. C:\C LCSU~E::o 

i t.-? :·-:umber 

E. 1-! 8 
~E. 2 8 ::! 
4£. 29 5 
~t.. 29 3 
~E. ~110 
~E. 3~HJ 
;E. :391 
iE. • 0 2 
iE. l l3 

iE . -i 5 J 
iE. ~ 53 

;E. 15 3 
;E. -! 58 
IT. ·1 6 7 
~. -17 1 
IE. -l"l 0 
IT. 49 5 
rr. ::;o .J. 
~E. 50 3 
iE. o·l 0 
>E. 6 ·i 0 
iE. G .J l 
EE. G 5 ~ 
IT. i555 
rr. oG 2 
rr. 6 1 2 
IT. 691 

G 
I 
l 
1 

1 
1 

~ . 6 

• J. 

1' QG77 ~1 7133 :~R\ .SD 

1' R l~ G0 5 1 23 :~GST~( 

·r·~: ~~! B5262 3PB\ E 
TR1920~263 3FBXS 
TR187 1 5 ~1 0 PX3\E 
·rR2130G27 U t~ HSLT 

TR 22 ~ 6GJO~ CHSLT 
TR~j B2 G ~r);J CHSLT 
'fR2 T(}9G8!)6 S\A~D 

T1~2 f 2Hf6 . J .: .·3:-:.:Lh.D 
-~~~ 2 7 f i~66E l S~A~D 

TR28226 ii 79 S~ . \\{ D 
·rR28~·'66;B S~~\l{D 

TR28096 8 9 i ~RGTE 

TR29~ 1 6832 ~RGTE 
TR2938665 7 ~OKKK 
TR32626929 'lRGTE 
TR323 .J581 3 ~RGTE 

TR33G968 79 ~RCTE 
'!:'R207 ~~5 1 5 C 

TI\27 17 -17 80 
TH 2 i 1 I -1 II:'. 0 
TR2i98-18G 7 
TR 311 8 ·l ~; 7 2 
TH3053.J.993 
TR:3070~619 

TR29 505200 
TR3302 512 l 

t3 . .\HH:J 
SD~·:CJ[ 

:oD\·:CH 
YfHRX 
SL'TTO 
.Sl'TTO 
:nTFD 
H lST>: 
\BR~:E 

.. ~;T_~,PLE 2\ ( Lt)'3 lT E " 
·· .sT .. \ PLE E:·:( Lt)S t RE .. 
··s·r:\PLE E~ c: L:)S 0RE'' 

'"ST)4FLE E \:t~LOS LR.E ' I 

·· .sT.-\PLE EXCLOSCR;,·· 
.. ST.\Fl.. E E:<C LOSL'RE " 
.. :s ·~'). .. PLE E\'CL0.3l.'PE'I 
"ST:\PL[ E>~ C Lt:JSl"RE " 

"3T.'.PLE DiCL<<Sl'R E .. 
··sT.~PLE E~C L,)SCR E '' 

" ST_.\ P L E L~-:CLCSL: UE'' 

'· :3T,\Pl.E E :<C:i~t)~Jt' .~\ E " 

'ST.\Pf.E ~~~::I .. OS~RE '' 

' S T APLE E>.:CLOS i.:R£ " 
"STi\PLE ENCLOSU·:E'' 
" ST.:\!"LE EXC' LOSlJRE" 
" :3'l'AP LE E :~CLOSl.'RE ., 
"ST APLE E~IC LOS L'RE " 
" ST.\P LE E:<CLCS t;nE" 
" STAP'..E E~:CLOS!;RE'' 
"'STAPLE EXCLOSCRE" 
"ST,\ PLE E::\CLOSU:I,£" 
.. ST.l.P l. E E::\CLOS L'PE " 
" STAPL E E~:,: LOS !;IlE" 

"STAPLE E~; c LOSl) F.' E ~ · 

"STAPLE E:\CLCSCRE '' 
" STAPL E £\CL OSURE" 
" STAPLE ENCLOSURE" 

Period 

I_\ 
n 
L.\ 

Per ioli 

no 
RO 
H(; 

RO 

.\. 

;\ 

--·. 

.\ 
_-\ 

. ~. 

' .'"\. 

.-\ 

Sou rc. 

2 
2 

2 

Sou ref. 

2 
2 
2 
2 ., 







































































































































 



12.3 PARISH CODES USED IN THE MORPHOLOGICAL CATEGORY LISTS 

(SEE SECTION 12.2), IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER OF CODE 

Code   Parish 
 
ACOL   ACOL 
ADSHM  ADISHAM 
ALDTN  ALDINGTON 
ALKHM  ALKHAM 
APDRE  APPLEDORE 
ASH   ASH 
ASHFD  ASHFORD 
AYLFD  AYLESFORD 
AYLSM  AYLESHAM 
BADLM  BADLESMERE 
BARHM  BARHAM 
BHRDN  BETHERSDEN 
BKSBN  BEKESBOURNE 
BOBBI  BOBBING 
BORDN  BORDEN 
BPBNE  BISHOPBOURNE 
BRAST  BRASTED 
BRDGE  BRIDGE 
BRDGR  BREDGAR 
BROOK  BROOK 
BRSTD  BEARSTED 
BRSTP  BROADSTAIRS & ST PETERS 
BTNAL  BOUGHTON ALUPH 
BTUBN  BOUGHTON UNDER BLEAN 
BURHM  BURHAM 
CBHAM  COBHAM 
CBURY  CANTERBURY 
CHEVE  CHEVENING 
CHLCK  CHALLOCK 
CHLHM  CHILHAM 
CHRNG  CHARING 
CHRTM  CHARTHAM 
CHSLT  CHISLET 
CHSTN  CHART SUTTON 
CLIFF   CLIFFE 
COOLG  COOLING 
CRMDL  CRUMDALE 
CXTON  CUXTON 
DEAL   DEAL 
DRNTH  DARENTH 
DWWN  DENTON WITH WOOTTON 
ELHAM  ELHAM 
ELING  EASTLING 
ESTRY  EASTRY 
ETWELL  EASTWELL 



EYNFD  EYNSFORD 
FAKAM  FAWKHAM 
FDWCH  FORDWICH 
FKTNE  FOLKESTONE 
FNGHM  FARNINGHAM 
FRNDX  FRINDSBURY  EXTRA 
FRSTD  FRINSTED 
FVSHM  FAVERSHAM 
FVSHW  FAVERSHAM WITHOUT 
GDHST  GOUDHURST 
GDMSM  GODMERSHAM 
GDNST  GOODNESTONE 
GILLM  GILLINGHAM 
GRVSD  GRAVESEND 
GUSTN  GUSTON 
HCKNG  HUCKING 
HGMWT  HOUGHAM WITHOUT 
HIGHM  HIGHAM 
HIHAL  HIGH HALSTOW 
HKGTN  HACKINGTON 
HLGBN  HOLLINGBOURNE 
HOATH  HOATH 
HOOSW  HOO ST WERBURGH 
HTKBY  HORTON KIRBY 
IKAWL  ICKHAM & WELL 
KGSTN  KINGSTON 
KNGSN  KINGSNORTH 
LMNGE  LYMINGE 
LNGDN  LANGDON 
LNGFD  LONGFIELD 
LRHDS  LOWER HARDRES 
LTBNE  LITTLEBOURNE 
LUDDN  LUDDESDOWN 
LYDN   LYDDEN 
LYSTD  LYNSTED 
MNSTR  MINSTER 
MONKN  MONKTON 
MPHAM  MEOPHAM 
MRGTE  MARGATE 
MRSHM  MERSHAM 
NBRNE  NORTHBOURNE 
NEWCH  NEWCHURCH 
NNGTN  NONINGTON 
NORTN  NORTON 
NRMNY  NEW ROMNEY 
NWGTN  NEWINGTON 
OPRNG  OSPRINGE 
ORMNY  OLD ROMNEY 
OTFRD  OTFORD 
PETHM  PETHAM 



PMBRY  PEMBURY 
PRSTN  PRESTON 
PSTNG  POSTLING 
PXBNE  PATRIXBOURNE 
RGWLD  RINGWOULD 
RIPLE   RIPPLE 
RMGTE  RAMSGATE 
SARRE  SARRE 
SAWCD  SHEPHERDS WELL WITH COLDRED 
SCSDB  ST COSMUS & ST DAMIAN IN THE BLEAN 
SDWCH  SANDWICH 
SELING  SELLING 
SHRHM  SHOREHAM 
SHXST  SHADOXHURST 
SLTWD  SALTWOOD 
SMHOO  ST MARY HOO 
SMITM  ST MARY IN THE MARSH 
SNARG  SNARGATE 
SNAWD  ST NICHOLAS AT WADE 
SNDHT  SANDHURST 
SOAKS  SEVENOAKS 
SOFLT  SOUTHFLEET 
SORNE  SHORNE 
STBRY  STOCKBURY 
STGBN  SITTINGBOURNE 
STHNE  SUTTON AT HONE 
STMAC  ST MARGARETS AT CLIFFE 
STOKE  STOKE 
STPLE   STAPLE 
STURY  STURRY 
STWNG  STOWTING 
SUTTO  SUTTON 
SVGTN  SEVINGTON 
SWNLY  SWANLEY 
TEWRR  TEMPLE EWELL WITH RIVER 
THGNW  THANINGTON WITHOUT 
THNHM  THURNHAM 
TMSTN  TILMANSTONE 
THSTL  TUNSTALL 
TONBR  TONBRIDGE 
UHDRS  UPPER HARDRES 
UPCCH  UPCHURCH 
WDBGH  WODNESBOROUGH 
WEHAM  WESTERHAM 
WEKDN  WEST KINGSDOWN 
WICKX  WICKHAMBREAUX 
WITFD  WHITFIELD 
WLTHM  WALTHAM 
WMGTN  WILMINGTON 
WNGHM  WINGHAM 



WOOCH  WOODCHURCH 
WRTHM  WROTHAM 
WSWLD  WOMENSWOLD 
WYE   WYE 
YTHRN  EYTHORNE 



12.4 MULTI-PERIOD COMPLEXES 

This list contains those COMPLEXES which may have cropmarks from two or more 
periods (excluding post-medieval and modern). It is a guide only, and would be highly 
misleading if used without further evidence. 
 
Continuous activity: 

Neolithic to Early Medieval: 464, 654, 714, 719. 

Neolithic to Roman: 510, 514, 674. 

Neolithic to Iron Age: 18, 663. 

Neolithic to Bronze Age: 161, 726. 

Bronze Age to Late Medieval: 667. 

Bronze Age to Early Medieval: 467, 561, 588, 603, 642, 655, 656, 666, 716. 

Bronze Age to Roman: 295, 385, 391, 394, 409, 430, 442, 444, 445, 459, 481, 496, 

500, 503, 522, 531, 537, 579, 593, 609, 662, 701, 734. 

Bronze Age to Iron Age: 36, 93, 103, 124, 148, 366, 410, 414, 441, 443, 446, 452, 

454, 469, 473, 478, 498, 506, 571, 635, 663, 644, 649, 650, 652, 672, 676, 688, 690, 

705, 720, 733. 

Iron Age to Roman: 43, 98, 152, 154, 288, 304, 341, 346, 380, 400, 453, 488, 493, 

578, 585, 587, 592, 658, 681, 727. 

 
Interrupted Activity: 

Neolithic to Late Medieval (excl. Roman): 466. 

Neolithic to Early Medieval (excl. Roman): 472. 

Neolithic to Early Medieval (excl. Iron Age & Roman): 373. 

Neolithic to Early Medieval (excl. Iron Age): 485. 

Neolithic to Roman (excl. Iron Age): 462. 

Bronze Age to Early Medieval (excl. Roman): 376, 536, 595, 653, 665, 691. 

Bronze Age to Early Medieval (excl. Iron Age): 356, 559, 591, 673. 

Bronze Age and Roman only: 101, 117, 150, 252, 331, 360, 397, 399, 404, 415, 470, 

535, 602, 616, 636, 643, 671. 

Bronze Age and Early Medieval only: 374, 417, 420, 433, 463, 382, 512, 608, 623, 

724. 

Iron Age and Early Medieval only: 572, 683. 
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